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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 04/04/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

The Applicant argument that the combination of Kaplan and Lord fails to disclose 
receiving a usage specification is not persuasive for the reason that Kaplan discloses 
that the processor accepts access to the data storage for storage of user-selectable call 
restriction data (col. 2 lines 1-3, and 29-33), Kaplan further discloses the data storage 
for the storage of data related to defined calling restriction (col. 4 lines 25-53), the 
examiner believes that, it is clear that the storage area receives user-selectable call 
restriction data, therefore, Kaplan discloses applicant's limitation of "receiving a usage 
specification." Kaplan further discloses the processor compares or analyzes data 
indicative of call restrictions that may apply to the digits entered with the user-selectable 
call restriction data to determine of any user-selectable call restriction apply and sets 
enable or disable signal, and prevents transmission of call origination message (col. 2 
lines 4-13, and col.4 lines 7-14), therefore, Kaplan discloses applicant limitation of 
"limiting usage of the mobile terminal responsive to receipt of valid authorization code 
discloses restriction." 

Further Applicant's argument that the combination of Kaplan and Lord fails to 
disclose receiving a usage specification restricting access to enabled services of the 
mobile terminal including internet access services, multimedia messaging access 
services, email services, camera and/or video functions: and/or receiving the 
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authorization code wherein the authorization code is encoded to restrict viewing of the 
authorization code by a user of the mobile terminal is not persuasive for the reason that 
Kaplan discloses wireless communication device with user specified restriction that can 
be used to communicate locally, nationally, or internationally (see col. 3 lines 26-45), 
wireless comnfiunication devices are well known to be used for internet access services, 
multimedia messaging access services, email services, camera and/or video functions, 
since wireless communication device are well known for the above stated, usage 
specification restricting access to enabled services specified above is enabled, 

therefore, Kaplan discloses applicant's limitation above. However, Kaplan fails to 

disclose that the authorization code is encoded to restrict viewing of the authorization 

code by a user of the mobile terminal. 

Lord discloses encoded key for enabling reception of broadcast communication 
(see pars. 10 lines 8-10), the purpose of encoding a key is well known to prevent it from 
being viewed, therefore, it is inherent, that it is encoded to restrict viewing by a user of 
the mobile terminal, therefore applicant's argument in terms of the encoded code is not 
persuasive and is disclosed by Lord. 

Therefore the argued limitations are the same as disclosed by the reference, 
rejections are maintained as repeated below. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 



(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

3. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 

4. This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of 
the claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of 
the various claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein 
were made absent any evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation 
under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was 
not commonly owned at the time a later invention was made in order for the examiner to 
consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) 
prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 
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5. Claims 1 , 2, 21-24 and 30-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U. S. Patent No. 5,884,193 to Kaplan in view of US Publication No. 
20040209649 A1 to Lord. 

Regarding claim 1 , Kaplan discloses a method for controlling usage of a mobile 
terminal (col. 1 lines 8-1 1 , and 57-63), the method comprising: receiving a usage 
specification including an identification of allowed numbers, an identification of restricted 
numbers, a usage time limitation, an expiration value and/or a specification of enabled 
services of the mobile terminal that are restricted (col. 1 lines 59-63); and limiting usage 
of the mobile terminal based on the received usage specification responsive to receipt 
of a valid authorization code (col. 2 lines 4-8, col. 3 lines 26-29, and col. 4 lines 56-64); 
and wherein receiving a usage specification and limiting usage further comprise at least 
one of the following: receiving a usage specification restricting access to enabled 
services of the mobile terminal including internet access services, multimedia 
messaging access services, email services, camera and/or video functions (col. 3 lines 
38-45, PCS device, and WLL telephones are well known for email and internet services, 
therefore, usage specification and limiting usage is applicable to those services). 
However, Kaplan fails to disclose wherein the authorization code is encoded to-restrict 
viewing of the authorization code by a user of the mobile terminal. 

Lord discloses the authorization code is encoded to-restrict viewing of the 
authorization code by a user of the mobile temninal (pars. 10 lines 8-10, par. 12 line 1, 
and par. 34, the purpose of encoding an authorization code is to prevent viewing of the 
code, therefore, it is inherent). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify the invention of Kaplan, and have the authorization code 
encoded to-restrict viewing of the authorization code by a user of the mobile terminal as 
disclosed by Lord for the purpose of securing the device. 

Regarding claim 2, the combination of Kaplan and Lord discloses the method of 
claim 1 wherein the authorization code and/or the usage specification are received from 
a keypad and/or input screen of the mobile terminal (Kaplan, col.2 lines 2-8, and col. 5 
lines 14-19). 

Regarding claims 22 and 30, Kaplan discloses a usage control system and 
computer program product for controlling usage of a mobile terminal (see figure 5), the 
system comprising: a user interface circuit for receiving from a user an authorization 
code (col. 3 lines 26-29) and a usage specification including an identification of allowed 
numbers, an identification of restricted numbers, a usage time limitation, an expiration 
value and/or a specification of enabled services of the mobile terminal that are restricted 
(col. 4 lines 25-55); and an access circuit configured to limit usage of the mobile 
terminal based on the received usage specification responsive to receipt of a valid 
authorization code (coL 3 line 66 - col. 4 line 24), wherein the user interface circuit and 
the access circuit are further configured for-at least one of the following: receiving a 
usage specification restricting access to enabled services of the mobile terminal 
including internet access services, multimedia messaging access services, email 
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services, camera and/or video functions(col. 3 lines 38-45, PCS device, and WLL 
telephones are well known for email and internet services, usage specification and 
limiting usage Is applicable to those services). 

However, Kaplan fails to disclose wherein the authorization code is encoded to- 
restrict viewing of the authorization code by a user of the mobile terminal. 

Lord discloses wherein the authorization code is encoded to-restrict viewing of 
the authorization code by a user of the mobile terminal (pars. 10 lines 8-10, par. 12 line 
1 , and par. 34, the purpose of encoding an authorization code is to prevent viewing of 
the code, therefore, it is inherent). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify the invention of Kaplan, and have the authorization code 
encoded to-restrict viewing of the authorization code by a user of the mobile terminal as 
disclosed by Lord for the purpose of securing the device. 

Regarding claims 21, and 31-32, the combination of Kaplan and Lord discloses 
the method of claim 1 wherein the usage time limitation includes a limitation on the 
duration of usage of the mobile terminal (Lord, pars. 9, 30, and 44). 

Regarding claims 23, and 24, the combination of Kaplan and Lord discloses the 
system of claim 22 wherein a mobile terminal includes the usage control system; and 
the user interface includes a keypad and/or input screen of the mobile terminal (Kaplan, 
see figures 1 , and 5, col. 2 lines 2-8, and col. 4 lines 46-49). 
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6. Claims 3-8, 20, and 25-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kaplan in view of Lord, and further in view of U. S. Publication No. 
2004/0203601 A1 to Morriss et al. 

Regarding claims 3-8 and 20, the combination of Kaplan and Lord discloses 
wherein the authorization code is encoded to restrict viewing of the authorization code 
by a user of the mobile terminal; wherein the authorization code is a reset code and 
wherein the method further comprises over-riding the usage specification responsive to 
receipt of the reset code (Kaplan, col.2 lines 43-54, and col. 4 line 65-col. 5 line 20). 
However, the combination fails to disclose wherein the authorization code and/or the 
usage specification are received from a remote user over a wireless communication 
connection; wherein the authorization code is received from a remote user over a 
wireless communication connection; wherein over-riding the usage specification 
comprises selecting an alternative usage specification responsive to receipt of the reset 
code; wherein the alternate usage specification includes no restrictions to return the 
mobile terminal to a normal operating mode; wherein the usage time limitation includes 
a limitation on times of day when the mobile terminal may be used. 

Morriss et al. discloses wherein the authorization code and/or the usage 
specification are received from a remote user over a wireless communication 
connection; wherein the authorization code is received from a remote user over a 
wireless communication connection; wherein over-riding the usage specification 
comprises selecting an alternative usage specification responsive to receipt of the reset 
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code; wherein tlie alternate usage specification includes no restrictions to return the 
mobile terminal to a normal operating mode; wherein the usage specification is received 
from a remote user over a wireless communication connection; wherein the usage time 
limitation includes a limitation on times of day when the mobile terminal may be used 
(pars. 0011, 0061, 0053, and 0055). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify the combination, and have the authorization code and/or 
the usage specification are received from a remote user over a wireless communication 
connection as disclosed by Morriss et al. for the purpose of securing the tenninal from a 
remote location when lost. 

Regarding claims 25-29, Kaplan discloses the system of claim 24, wherein the 
authorization code is a reset code and wherein the access circuit is further configured to 
over-ride the usage specification responsive to receipt of the reset code to return the 
mobile temriinal to a normal operating mode (col. 2 lines 43-54, and col. 4 line 65-col. 5 
line 20); wherein the user interface further comprises: a usage controls menu of the 
mobile temiinal; a menu of usage restriction options; wherein the user interface is 
further configured to retrieve a listing of numbers from a phone book of the mobile 
terminal and to display the listing of numbers on a screen of the mobile terminal 
responsive to selection of an associated option on the menu of usage restriction options 
and to receive a designation of ones of the displayed listing of numbers to include in the 
usage specification (col. 4 lines 46-55, and col. 8 lines 5- col. 9 line 43); and wherein the 
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system further comprises a memory including an identification of a valid authorization 
code and usage restriction options (col. 4 lines 35-64). 

However, Kaplan fails to disclose the user interface further configured to restrict 
viewing of the authorization code by a user of the mobile terminal 

Lord discloses the user interface is further configured to restrict viewing of 
(encoded, encrypting) the authorization code to prevent viewing (pars. 10 lines 8-10, 
par. 12 line 1, and par. 34, the purpose of encoding an authorization code is to prevent 
viewing of the code, therefore, it is inherent). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify the invention of Kaplan, and have the user interface is 
further configured to restrict viewing of the authorization code to prevent viewing as 
disclosed by Lord for the purpose of intercepting fraudulent usage. However, Lord fails 
to disclose wherein the user interface further includes a transceiver configured to 
receive the authorization code and/or the usage specification from a remote user over a 
wireless communication connection. 

Morriss et al. discloses wherein the user interface further includes a transceiver 
configured to receive the authorization code and/or the usage specification from a 
remote user over a wireless communication connection (pars. 0035, and 0037). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify the invention of Lord, and have the user interface further 
includes a transceiver configured to receive the authorization code and/or the usage 
specification from a remote user over a wireless communication connection as 
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disclosed by IVIorriss et al. for the purpose of locl^ing the user interface. 



7. Claims 9-13,15-16, and 18-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kaplan in view of Lord, and further in view of U. S. Patent No. 
5,517,554 to Mitchell etal.. 

Regarding claim 9, the combination of Kaplan and Lord discloses providing a 
menu of usage restriction options to a user only if the authorization code is verified as 
valid; receiving a selection of restrictions from the user responsive to the provided 
menu; and generating the usage specification responsive to the received selection of 
restrictions (col. 4 lines 56-64, and col. 8 line 4- col. 9 line 43). However, the 
combination fails to disclose wherein receiving a usage specification comprises: 
accessing a usage controls menu of the mobile temninal; prompting a user for entry of 
the authorization code; verifying the authorization code. 

Mitchell et al. discloses a usage controls menu of the mobile terminal; prompting 
a user for entry of the authorization code; verifying the authorization code (see figure 2 
step 100-112, and col. 3 lines 28-37). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify the combination, and have a usage specification 
comprises: accessing a usage controls menu of the mobile terminal; prompting a user 
for entry of the authorization code; verifying the authorization code as disclosed by 
Mitchell et al for the purpose of authentication to prevent fraudulent usage. 
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Regarding claims 10-13, 15, 16, 18 and 19. the combination of Kaplan, Lord, and 
Mitchell discloses the method of claim 9 wherein receiving a selection of restrictions 
comprises receiving a disable request and wherein generating the usage specification 
comprises generating a usage specification that includes no restrictions to place the 
mobile terminal in a normal operating mode (Kaplan, col. 8 lines 34-35); 

wherein receiving a selection of restrictions comprises receiving an identification 
of allowed numbers (Kaplan, col. 10 lines 1-14); 

wherein providing a menu includes providing a listing of numbers from a phone 
book of the mobile terminal to a display of the mobile terminal and wherein receiving a 
selection of restrictions comprises receiving a designation of ones of the displayed 
listing of numbers (Kaplan, col. 8 lines 9-22); 

wherein receiving a selection of restrictions comprises receiving an identification 
of restricted numbers (Kaplan, col. 8 lines 9-22); 

wherein receiving a selection of restrictions comprises receiving a specification of 
enabled services of the mobile terminal that are restricted and wherein the specification 
of enabled services includes a restriction on placement of long distance calls and/or 
calls to specified area codes from the mobile terminal (Kaplan, col. 7 lines 44-55); 

wherein the specification of enabled services includes a restriction on placement 
of calls to specified area codes and wherein the restriction of placement of calls to 
specified area codes comprises a designation of allowed area codes for calls from the 
mobile terminal (Kaplan, see figure 4A step 6); 
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wherein limiting usage of tlie mobile terminal further comprises allowing 
placement of emergency calls even if usage of the mobile terminal is othenA/ise 
restricted (Kaplan, col. 10 lines 11-14); 

wherein limiting usage of the mobile terminal further comprises allowing 
placement of calls to a specified number even if usage of the mobile terminal is 
othenwise restricted (Kaplan, col. 10 lines 1-14 and col. 7 line 44-col. 10 line 14). 

8. Claims 14, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kaplan in view of Lord, and further in view of U. S. Publication No. 20040209595 
A1 to Bekanich, 

Regarding claims 14, and 17, the combination of Kaplan, Lord, and Mitchell 
discloses the method of claim 9, wherein the specification of enabled services includes 
a restriction on Internet access services of the mobile terminal. However, the 
combination fails to disclose wherein the specification of enabled services includes a 
restriction on placement of calls when the mobile temiinal is in a roaming mode; 

Bekanich discloses wherein the specification of enabled services includes a 
restriction on placement of calls when the mobile terminal is in a roaming mode (pars. 
0019-0022, 0029-0034, 0044, and 0086). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to modify the combination, and have the specification of enabled 
services includes a restriction wherein the specification of enabled services includes a 
restriction on placement of calls when the mobile temninal is in a roaming mode as 
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disclosed by Bekanich for the purpose of restriction of specific services. 

Conclusion 

9. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to EMEM EKONG whose telephone number is 571 272 
8129. The examiner can normally be reached on 8-5 Mon-Fri.. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Lester Kincaid can be reached on 571 272 7922. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more infomriation about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

EE 

06/04/2007 /r\ 
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